Analysis of a proposed graduated income tax plan by Massachusetts. Department of Revenue.
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In a letter dated August 27 and addressed to me, you requested "whatever analysis 
. . . of provisions relating to a graduated income tax proposal . . . pursuant to the 
Speaker's Elaherty] request has been completed to date." Jonathan Light, Senior 
Deputy Commissioner, responded on September 2 that "[tlhe Department is still in the 
process of compiling the data and information needed to complete this analysis." He 
estimated that the report would be complete by October 1 and that you would receive a 
copy at that time. You then appealed to the Supervisor of Public Records. He has 
determined that we shou!:! "provide [you] with a copy of the completed tax analysis." 
W-e wish to make clear that we do not concede that these materials are public 
records under G. L. c. 66, s. 10(b). We believe that the existing document does not 
constitute a "reasonably c~mpleted factual stud[yJ or report:]" as required under G.L. c. 4, 
s. 7(26)(d). Moreover, we think that the premature release of preliminary and incomplete 
statistical data and related analyses findamentally interferes with the important work of 
this Department. 
Nevertheless, in order to dispel any false impressions surrounding this issue, I am 
enclosing a copy of a preliminary and incomplete "Analysis of a Proposed Graduated 
Income Tax Plan," as well as a copy of a draft cover letter to Speaker Flaherty regarding 
his request. 
Sincerely yours, / 
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Mitchell Adams 
cc: James W. Igoe 
Hon. Charles Flaherty 
MITCHELL ADAMS 
COMMISSIONER 
September 27, 1993 
Hon. Charles Flaherty 
Speaker 
House of Representatives 
State House, Room 356 
. .- . . 
Boston, MA 02133 
Dear Speaker Flaherty: 
In a letter dated August 27, Laura S. Barrett, Public Policy Director of the Tax 
Equity Alliance for Massachusetts, requested "whatever analysis . . . of provisions relating 
to a graduated income tax proposal . . . pursuant to the Speaker's [Flaherty] request has 
been completed to date." Although, as we have told you, the analysis is not complete, we 
are sending Ms. Barrett the existing preliminzry draf? of the incomplete analysis as well as 
a copy of a draft letter to you. As a matter of courtesy, I enclose copies of both of these 
documents, as well as our letter to Ms. Barrett. 
Mitchell Adams 
Encl. 
August 16, 1993 
Charles F. Flaherty 
Speaker of the House -.- 
. .- 
State House, Room 356 
Boston, MA 02133 
Dear Speaker Flaherty: 
Enclosed is an analysis of a proposed graduated income tax 
system you requested in your letter of July 13. The plan as 
o~t;~ned ic your le t t ;x  is not qiite rsvenue neutral; our 
---.+; 2,-,Ac ar,&ly;ia s!icwa :!:st iri 1995 i: i.:~illd r a i s z  $: j E  .; 
:~.ill~on noze tkac the exis:ing tax structure. 
'"'-,.? - .A 21~s r e ~ ~ e s t e l  a ;.n~-*e,iz analysis cf this. proposal. As 
-;gll: ~ 2 ; .  4:-ov, oar + J m ~ - ~ ~ c  sconorcic model is based oz 
zacro-econc~mic theory thahemphasizes the tr~tal amount 
extracted from the economy in taxes. Because the proposal 
outlined in your letter would increase taxes by $138.4 
million, we would expect the model to show that this plan 
would have a negative impact on the Massachusetts economy. 
Above and beyond this general macro-economic effect, we are 
concerned that this proposal would damage the economy in ways 
that the dynamic analysis is not designed to measure. For 
example, higher tax rates on capital gains and entrepreneurs 
whose businesses have become successful may place 
Massachusetts at a significant competitive disadvantage. If 
investors and entrepreneurs are discouraged from starting or 
expanding businesses in Massachusetts, then the graduated 
income tax would have a negative impact on both our economy 
and tax collections. Unfortunately, the dynamic model was 
not designed to examine the impact of a major income tax hike 
this small group of taxpayers. We are therefore pursuing 
other types of analysis that will help public officials judge 
the likely economic impact of this proposal. 
Finally, I think it is important to consider other bewvioral 
impacts such C'major change in our tax laws could trigger. 
Experience with federal tax reform shows that when faced with 
large tax increases, taxpayers engage in tax planning that 
enables them to legally avoid paying the higher taxes. For 
example, if capital gains are taxed at 9.8 percent instead of 
6 percent, investors may change their preference from common 
stock to tax-free bonds, with the State realizing less tax 
revenue than expected. 
Finally, I must point out that the impact of this plan will 
undermine the expected benefits from the estate tax cut. As 
you will recall, the,:legislature recently phased out the 
Massachusetts estate tax. In large part, this was done to 
reduce the incentive that affluent senior citizens have to 
change their domicile to Florida, Arizona or a similar state, 
thereby allowing Massachusetts to continue to collect income 
and sales taxes from those who choose to remain in this 
state. For many of these citizGns, the increase in income 
tax will offset the anticipat& decrease in estate tax, and 
therefore encourage those citizens to change their domicile. 
I trust you will find the enclosed analysis useful. As you 
requested, I have also enclosed a copy of an analysis that 
outlines three options for more closely aligning our income 
tax system with the federal system. 
W " - - h - ? i i  A d m ~  
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Analysis of a Proposed Graduated Income Tax Plan 
This memo presents the estimated impacts of a proposed graduated income tax plan (GIT) requested by 
the Speaker of the House. by a letter to the Commissioner dated July 13, 1993. 
This analysis estimates the revenue impact of this proposal on calendar year 1995 personal income tax 
liability, as well as the revenue impact of selected provisions of the proposal and of alternative provisions, 
according to the Speaker's request. Only static revenue impacts are considered here, that is, the effects 
of the proposal on the economy are not estimated. 
Proposed Graduated Income Tax Plan 
1. Eliminate the. Part A, Part B and Part C classes of income, and eliminate the 50% deduction for capital 
gains income. With the exceptions described in the plan below, all income currently taxed as Part A, B, or 
C income will be taxed on the amount, not source, of income. 
2. (A) Retain the three existing filing statuses: 
Married Filing Jointly (MFJ) 
Married Filing Separately (MFS) 
Single 
( 3 )  Add an addit~onal status. 
H!.ad cf Ho~~sehold (HOH). applying the same eligibiiity requirements as the federal HOH status. 
(C j  Restrict MFS status to those who file under MFS federally. h'cie: Vie do no! include this provision 
in our revenue impact estimates. 
3. Establish marginal rate brackets for each filing status as follows: 
(A) Married Filing Jointly 
• For taxable income under $81,500 
For taxable income of $81.500 but not over $150,000 
For taxable income of $150,000 and above 
(B) Married Filing Separately 
For taxable income under $40.750 5.5% 
For taxable inco~;. of $40,750 but not over $75.000 ..., 9.0% 
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For taxable income of $75.000 and above 9.8% 
(C) Single 
For taxable income under $48,900 5.5% 
i For taxable income of $48.900 but not over $90.000 9.0% 
For taxable income of $90,000 and above 9.8% 
(D) Head of Household 
For taxable income under $65,200 5.5% 
For Taxable income of $65.200 but not over $120,000 9.0°/0 
For taxable income of $1 20.000 and above 9.8% 
4. No Tax Status (NTS) and Limited Income Credit (LIC) 
lncrease the NTS and LIC thresholds as follows: 
NTS LIC 
MFJ S14.000 S2A.500 
S i0.000 i 7.500 
t i0H 12.000 21 .OOO 
5. Dependent Exemption 
lncrease the dependent exemption (line 26, Form 1) from $1.000 to $2.000 for filers with adjusted 
gross income under $1 00.000. 
6. New Head of Household Exemption 
HOH filers would be able to claim an exemption of $1.200 in addition to the personal exemption and 
any other exemptions for which they are eligible. 
7. Vanishing Exemptions 
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(A)  Provide a Itnear phase out of the dependent exemption from the new level of $2,000 down to $0 for 
all filers with adjusted gross incomes between $100,000 and $1 50.000. 
(6) Provide a linear phase out of the personal exemption from its current level of $2.200 down to $0 for 
all filers with adjusted gross incomes between $100,000 and $1 50.000. 
(C) Provide a linear phase out of the head of household exemption for all HOH filers between $100,000 
and $150.000. 
, ' Revenue Projection Under Current Law 
The projection for calendar year 1995 personal income tax liability under the current law is $6.464.2 M. 
This projection is based on the New England Economic Project's (NEEP) forecast of Massachusetts 
personal income components, adjusted for BEA's most recently available regional income data as of early 
July. Of the three choices of income projections available to us -- NEEP. Wharton (WEFA), and the 
Massachusetts Taxpayers' ~oundat ionz the NEEP forecast gives FYI 994 tax revenue projections that 
are closest to the consensus estimate, and this is the reason for using them in the baseline estimate 
presented here. These income projections, presented .in Table 1. were used to project the personal 
income tax base forward to 1995. 
Revenue Projection Under Recommended GIT Plan 
The projection of 1995 income tax liability under the proposed GIT plan is $6.580.8 M, yielding an 
increased liability of $1 16.5 M over current law. 
This impact cstirnzte ir!cludes a capital gains "realization" behavioral effeci that lowers the impact 
estimate by $21.9 M below what it otherwise would have been. i.e.. if there were to be no behavioral 
response to changes in capital gains tax rates, the impact estimate would have been $138.4 M. The GIT 
plan changes the marginal tax rate on capital gains for all filers. The effective rate would depend on the 
filer's income bracket, but the average effective marginal state tax rate on capital gains would rise from 
696 to 9.1 %. The Model asst:mes an initial tax rate elasticity of 1.1 5% with respect 13 capital gains 
realizations. In other words, for every percentage point increase in the combined state and federal tax 
rate on capital gains, capital gains realizations would decline by 1.15°/0. This elasticity is estimated to fall 
over time to a long-run level of .6% after 5 years. I f  the long-run elasticity were used instead as a 
measure of the eventual impact of this behavioral effect, the impact estimate would have been lowered 
by $1 1.4 M -- rather than $21.9 M -- below what it otherwise would have been. To the extent that there is 
a behavioral effect, capital gains realizations may be accelerated into 1994. 
The impact estimate is sensitive to assumptions about future income growth. For every percentage point 
increase in 1995 incomes over the projections used here, the revenue impact of the GIT plan would 
increase by roughly $10M, assuming the same percentage increase in each source of income. Bracket 
creep accounts for the increasing impact due to income growth. However. the revenue impact also 
depends critically on the distribution of income growth by source of income; and these distributional 
impacts can have counter-intuitive impacts. For example, to the extent that income increases are 
concentrated in non-Massachusetts bank interest and dividends, the revenue impact of the GIT plan 
would actually decrease, as each extra dollar that is taxed at 12 cents under the current system would be 
taxed at a maximum of 9.5 cents under the GIT plan. 
Impacts of Selected Provisions of the GIT Plan 
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Impact Estimate o f  the Marginal Rate Structure 
The marginal rate structure would raise $94.8 M compared to the amount which would be raised under 
the current uniform rates system. This estimate is the difference between the revenue estimate of 
provisions 1 through 3, and the estimate of provisions 1 and 2 only. Provisions 1 and 2, which eliminate 
distinctions between different sources of income, eliminate the 5O0lO exclusion for capital gains income, 
and add a head of household status. would increase 1995 liability by $99.8 M over current law. The 
addition of the graduated rate structure in provision 3 would increase the revenue impact to $194.6 M 
above current law. 
Loss in  Revenues Compared to the Present NTS and LIC Levels 
lncreasing the NTS and LIC threshold levels as in provision 4 loses $61.9 M in liability. This estimate is 
the difference between ihe revenue impact of the full GIT plan. $1 16.5 M. and the revenue impact of the 
plan exclusive of provision 4, $1 78.4 M. 
Dependent Exemption: Cost of lncreasing It From $1,000 to $2,000 
The cost of increasing the dependent exemption from its current level of $1,000 to $2,000 is $89.9 M in 
liability. This estimate is the difference between 1995 liability under current law, $6,464.2 M, and what 
liability in 1995 would be if the dependent exemption were increased to $2.000. $6.374.4 M. 
Dependent Exemption Alternative: Cost of lncreasing It From $1,000 to $1,500, With a 50% 
lncreaseln the Child and Dependent Care Deduction (Line 15) and the Deduction for Dependents 
Under Age 12 (Line 16) 
These costs are $59.9 M in liability. This estimate is the difference between 1995 liability under current 
law, $6.454.2 M, and what liability in 1935 would be i f  these deductions were increased, $6,404.4 hl.  
Vanishing Exemptions 
The phase-cut of dependent and personal exemptions in provlsron 7 raises liability by $68.6 M over what 
the Impact would be if dependent and personal exemptions were not phased-out under the GIT plan 
Th~s est~mate is the dltference between the revenue impact of the full GIT plan, $1 16.5 M, and the 
reverlue impact of the plan exclusive of provision 7, $48.0 M. 
Dependent Exemption Alternative: Dependent Exemption Raised From $1,000 t o  $1,500, With a 
50% Increase In the Child and Dependent Care Deduction (Line 15) and the Deduction for 
Dependents Under Age 12 (Line 16), With and Without a Phase-Out. 
One of the atternatives in the GIT plan is to substitute the proposed doubling of the dependent exemption 
to $2.000 with a 50% increase in the dependent exemption to $1,500. combined with a 50% increase in 
the dependent care deduction (line 15). and a 50% increase in the deduction for dependents under age 
12 (line 16). from $600 to $900. Another form of this alternative includes a linear phase-out of the $1,500 
exemption, to $0, for filers with adjusted gross incomes between $1 00.000 and $1 50,000. The revenue 
impacts of both alternatives are compared to the impact of the full GIT plan. 
Compared to the full GIT plan, this dependent exemption alternative without a phase-out would raise 
liability by $5.3 M. This estimate is the difference between the revenue impact of the full GIT plan. 
$1 16.5 M, and the revenue impact with this proposed alternative. $121.9 M. 
Compared to the full GIT plan, this dependent exemption alternative with a phase-out of the $1,500 
dependent exemption would raise liability by $23.7 M. This estimate is the difference between the 
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revenue impact of the full GIT plan. $1 16.5 M, and the revenue impact with this proposed alternative. 
$140.2 M. 
Increasing the Marginal Tax Rate in Each lncome Bracket 
The following revenue impact estimates of changing each of the tax bracket rates are relative to the full 
GIT revenue impact of $1 16.5 M: 
Raising the first bracket rate to 5.6% would increase the revenue impact by $79.0 M. 
Raising the second bracket rate to 9.1% would increase the revenue impact by $9.3 M 
Raising the third bracket rate to 9.9% would increase the revenue impact by $13.8 M. 
Adding a Fourth Income Bracket for Incomes Over $1 Million. 
Adding a fourth income bracket taxing income over $1 million at a rate of 10.5% would raise 1995 liability 
by $23.2 M relative to the full GIT revenue impact of $1 16.5 M. Raising the fourth bracket rate to 10.6°/0 
would raise liability by an additional $3.3 M. 
. .- 
~ o l d  Harmless Income Levels 
Hold harmless income levels are those levels of income at which liability would be the same under current 
law and under the GIT plan. These depend on filing status, number of dependents, and various 
deductions and special exemptions. For filers who have only employee wage income in jobs covered by 
the Social Security system, who take the minimum exemptions and deductions allowed, and who have no 
special deductions. exemptions, or credits, the hold harmless income levels, by filing status, would be: 
Number of "Hold Harmlc?ss" Lt?vel of 
Dependelit lrlcorne 
Exeniptions 
Single 0 
Head of Houschi?ld I 
Married Filing Joirl:!;~ 0 
Married Filing Sepa:siely 0 
Distribution of Tax Liability by Filer Status and Income Level 
Average 1995 tax liability, by filing status and income level. for current law and the GIT plan, are 
presented in Table 2. "Plan X" is the current law estimate; "Plan Y" is the GIT plan. Unlike the hold 
harmless analysis above, this table reflects the expected distribution of tax filers by alltheir relevant 
characteristics, including income by source, filing status, age, number of dependents, deductions, 
exemptions, and credits. The income levels in the table are adjusted gross incomes under current law 
definitions. For filers with capital gains, adjusted gross income may increase because of the repeal of the 
50% exclusion. Overall average liability would increase by $39 for the average taxpayer. For the vast 
majority of taxpayers, however, liability is expected to fall under the GIT plan. For all tax filers combined. 
average tax liability would fall for those in the income brackets $75.000-$100,000 and below, and rise for 
those in income brackets above $100.000. For any particular tax filer, however, whether and how much 
liability rises or falls would depend on their particular filing status, deductions, exemptions, and income 
sources. It is possible, for example, that tax liability would rise for some low-income filers i f  a major 
source of their income was capital gains. 
1995 STATE STATIC TABLE 2 - -  SINGLE RETURNS 
DISTRIEUTION OF AVERAGE STATE INCOME TAX LIABILITIES 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PLAN X PL.LJJ Y TAX CHANGE 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
STATE .4G I NUMBER OF AVERAGE TAX AVERAGE TXY AVERAGE TAX 
RETURNS LIABILITY LIABILITY LIABILITY 
(DOLLARS) (THOUS) (DOLLARS) ( DOLLARS ) (DOLLARS ) 
ALL TLYPAYERS , 
LESS TH-?IN 0 \ 
0 - 5 , 0 0 0  
5 , 0 0 0  - 10 .000  
10 ,000  - 15 ,000  
1 5 , 0 0 0  - 20,000 
2 0 , 0 0 0  - 25 ,000  
25 ,000  - 3 0 , 0 0 0  
3 0 , 0 0 0  - 3 5 , 0 0 0  
3 5 , 0 0 0  - 40 ,000  
4 0 , 0 0 0  - 4 5 , 0 0 0  
4 5 ,  0 0 0  - 5 0 , 0 0 0  
5 0 , 0 0 0  - 6 0 , 0 0 0  
6 0 , 0 0 0  - 7 5 , 0 0 0  
- 7 5 , 0 0 0  - 1 0 0 . 0 0 0  
- .-.:I5 
,' 1 0 0 ,  0 0 0  - :50,000 
1 5 0 , 0 0 0  - 2 0 0 , 0 0 0  
7 0 0 ,  O O ?  + 
':nT:..?, 
1 9 9 5  STATE S T A T I C  TABLE 2 - -  J O I N T  RETURNS 
DISTRIBUTION OF AVERAGE STATE INCOME T . U  LI . 'BILITIES 
PLAN X PLAN Y T . U  CHANGE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
STATE AGI NUMBER OF AVERAGE T M  AVERAGE TAX AVERAGE TAX 
RETURNS L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  
(DOLLARS ) (THOUS) ( DOLLBRS ) ( DOLLARS ) ( DOLLARS ) 
ALL TAYPAYERS 
L E S S  THAN 0- 
0  - 5 , 0 0 0  
5 , 0 0 0  - 1 0 . 0 0 0  
1 0 . 0 0 0  - 1 5 , 0 0 0  
1 5 , 0 0 0  - 2 0 , 0 0 0  
2 0 , 0 0 0  - 2 5 , 0 0 0  
2 5 , 0 0 0  - 3 0 , 0 0 0  
3 0 , 0 0 0  - 3 5 , 0 0 0  
3 5 , 0 0 0  - 4 0 , 0 0 0  
I , C'd - , 4 0 , 0 0 0  - 4 5 , 0 0 0  
i ,>, 
I s  4 5 , 0 0 0  - 5 0 , 0 0 0  
5 0 , 0 0 0  - 6 0 , 0 0 0  
6 0 , 0 0 0  - 7 5 , 0 0 0  
7 5 , 0 0 0  - 1 0 0 . 0 0 0  
1 0 0 . 0 0 0  -150, GO O  
1 5 0 ,  0 0 6  -2GC, 3 0 0  
2 0 0 , 0 0 3  - 
7?,,,7., 7 
i i, _ .-lL 
1 3 9 5  STATE S T A T I C  TABLE 2 - -  SEPARJ.TE RETURNS 
D I S T R I E U T I O N  O F  AVERAGE STATE INCOME T.12 L I A B I L I T I E S  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PLAN X PLAN Y TAX CHANGE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
S T A T E  AGI EJUMBEK O F  AVERAGE TAX AVER.a.GE TAX AVERAGE TAX 
RETURNS L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  
(DOLLARS) (THOUS) (DOLLARS) (DOLLAR.5 ) ( DOLLARS) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ALL TAXPAYERS 
L E S S  TH.W 0  , 
0  - 5 , 0 0 0  
5 , 0 0 0  - 1 0 , 0 0 0  
1 0 . 0 0 0  - 1 5 . 0 0 0  
1 5 , 0 0 0  - 2 0 , 0 0 0  
2 0 , 0 0 0  - 2 5 , 0 0 0  
2 5 , 0 0 0  - 3 0 , 0 0 0  
3 0 , 0 0 0  - 3 5 , 0 0 0  
3 5 , 0 0 0  - 1 0 , 0 0 0  
4 0 , 0 0 0  - 4 5 , 0 0 0  
4 5 , 0 0 0  - 5 0 , 0 0 6  
5 0 , 0 0 0  - 6 0 . 0 0 0  
6 0 , 0 0 0  - 7 5 , 0 0 0  
7 5 , 0 0 0  - 1 0 0 ,  000  
1 0 0 , 0 0 0  -LSG, 000 
1 5 3 , 3 0 0  -20C,OOC 
2 0 0 , 0 3 0  4 
m,-,,- - . 
1 I 
- 8 6 . 5  
- 1 1 . 4  
- 6 9 . 8  
- 8 5 . 1  
- 9 2 . 7  
- 1 2 6 . 1  
- 1 6 3 . 2  
- 1 6 0 . 5  
- 2 1 4 . 0  
- 2 2 9 . 5  
- 2 i 1 . 7  
- 6 4 . 7  
3 0 4 . 5  
7 6 3  .7 
1 9 8 6 . 5  
3 7 7 8 .  S 
? n 7 - ,:I -> 
-. i'. L _ . .' 
! ? i : 0 
- :. 
1335 S'T'ATE S T A T I C  TAELE 2 HEAD O F  11OUSEkIOLD 
D I S T H I E U T I O N  O F  AVERAGE STATE INCOME TAX L I A E I L I T I E S  
S T A T E  .\GI 
(DOLLARS ) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
PLAN X 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NUMBER O F  AVERAGE TAX 
RETURNS L I A B I L I T Y  
(THOUS ) (DOLLARS ) 
ALL TrZSP.AYERS,' 
L E S S  TH.1-N 0 
0 - 5,000 
5,000 - 10,000 
10,000 - 15,000 
15,000 - 20,000 
20,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 30,000 
30,000 - 35,000 
35,000 - i0,OOO 
30,000 - 45,000 
45,000 - 50,000 
5J, 000 - 60.000 
oc,  000 - 75,000 
-5,ooc -ICC,000 
i~)0,300 - 1 L f i ,  900 
!50,0@0 -XL OCO 
-1n,1-1 * 
7' - -  
P L J N  Y TAX CHANGE 
- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
AVERAGE T.AX AVERAGE TAX 
L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  
(DOLLARS ) ( DOLLARS ) 
1 9 9 5  STATE STATIC TABLE 2 - -  ALL RETURN TYPES 
DISTRIBUTION OF AVERAGE STATE INCOME TAX L I A B I L I T I E S  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PL.4N X PLAN Y TAX CtjANGE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
STATE .\GI NUMBER OF AVERAGE TLY AVERAGE TAX AVERAGE TAX 
RETURNS L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  L I A B I L I T Y  
( DOLLAS 1 (THOUS) ( DOLL.ARS ) ( DOLLARS ) (DOLLARS) 
ALL TAXPAYERS, ' 
L E S S  TH-:N 0 
0 - 5,000 
5,000 - 10.000 
10,000 - ?5,000 
15,000 - 20,000 
20,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 30,000 
30,000 - 35,000 
35,000 - 40,000 
40,000 - 45,006 
45,000 - 50.000 
50,000 - 69,000 
60,000 - 75,300 
75,000 -10C,OOO 
13C,000 -150,000 
150,000 -200,000 
- , n n  r.nn ;. u it . ,1 u I.. - 
7'gT.:..: 
Calendar 
Quarter 
Table 1 
NEEP-Based State Personal Income Projections 
(SBillions) 
D~vidends. D~sposoble Personal Private Wage and 
Interest. lnconie Income Non-Farm Salary 
Rent Proprietor's Disbursements 
Income 
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